The charge of »Ressentiment« can in today's world -less from traditionally conservative quarters than from the neo-positivist discourses of particular forms of liberalismbe used to undermine the argumentative credibility of political opponents, dissidents and those who call for greater »justice«. The essays in this volume draw on the broad spectrum of cultural discourse on »Ressentiment«, both in historical and contemporary contexts. Starting with its conceptual genesis, the essays also show contemporary nuances of »Ressentiment« as well as its influence on literary discourse and philosophical discourse in the 20th century. Index of Names | 209
Introduction
The first task of this volume, which aims not only to re-think Res sentiment, but to situate it in relation to criticism, the limits of criticism and the limits of criticism of criticism, is to define the word 'Ressentiment'. The very fact that the term is typically not translated into the language in which it is being conceptualised or analysed (English or German, for example) should alert us to its unusual linguistic status. The first systematic theories or analyses of Ressentiment were written in German and, in deference -or at least with reference -to that fact, this Introduction retains the capitalisation of the term in the German language. This special treatment is intended to foreground the fact that the untranslated importing of the French term into discourses in German and in English affects the extension of the concept, suggesting that its inception coincides in some way with its translingual migration, most notably and most seminally into the discourse of Friedrich Nietzsche and Max Scheler.
The project of the volume as a whole focuses on the relation between Ressenti ment on the one hand, and criticism on the other. Arguably, Ressentiment involves, above all, hatred and criticism of that which is desired or envied, but out of reach. Ressentiment is a reactive emotional response which undermines the value of that which, although desired, cannot be attained. Clearly, however, the charge of Ressentiment could then operate as a strategy for undermining any criticism, opposition or dissent, articulated within a given system. We could thus approach it, even though it is -arguably -an emotional phenomenon, from the perspective of Systems theory, showing how, much like intimacy, it is produced in particular ways by the codes of a particular system. In this volume, several contributions address the relationship between Ressentiment, power and criticism. Discussion of the concept in the various essays of the volume thus pursues (discourse on) Ressentiment in a number of directions, beginning with its latency in certain late eighteenth-century commentaries on competitive envy. In the various essays of the volume, some authors examine the lineage and historical associations of Ressentiment, while others look more to its traces in contemporary discourse. For, in today's world, the charge of Ressentiment is often used, less by traditionally conservative forces than by the neo-positivist discourses underlying and fuelling contemporary liberalism, in order to undermine the rational credibility of political opponents, dissidents and of those who critique the status quo.
should be conceived of in relation to its physical processes and that to ignore these would be anti-scientific and anti-intellectual. To this extent, his attack on metaphysical thinking per se is based on a belief that it ignores or even rejects the physiological reality of life and invents to this end the intellectually cowardly alternative of an interior, spiritualised ideal. Life, real life, for Nietzsche, is the "will to power" ["Wille zur Macht"], as he puts it in Beyond Good and Evil. 2 This concept has little to do, however, with an aspiration towards power or dominion in the political sense. It concerns above all the way in which all processes of life are engaged with each other and more specifically it emphasises the fact that affective nature, desire and the will towards individual development are all intrinsic elements of the life-force. When, as a result of cultural forces, the individual is prevented from realising his or her potential, when vitality is curbed by a submission to belief systems that are hostile to life or development in this sense, an inherently corrupt public morality is the inevitable by-product. This is the state of moral corruption in which Nietzsche believes European philosophy to have colluded, to the signal benefit of the various vested interests of Christian religion.
Critically, he extends this rejection of any morality founded on hostility to the life-force to include an attack on narratives of political emancipation, which he accuses of fostering aspirations that undermine the individual's lifeforce. Instead of striving for self-development and instead of embracing experience, those individuals who submit to political calls for group solidarity (whether these concern early Jewish emancipation or nineteenth-century oppositional movements) insidiously suppress their own vital development, in Nietzsche's view. Where there is no individual achievement or mastery of adversity, the triumph of a group identity is altogether suspect, then, for Nietzsche. Hence, both in The Geneaology of Morals and Beyond Good and Evil, references to struggles for political emancipation tend to be very critical.
As we shall see, Nietzsche has recourse to the notion of Ressentiment principally with reference to an individual (or group) hiding behind an ideal or a set of values which it has itself done nothing to produce or bring about. Ressentiment is, for Nietzsche, a product of a certain revelling in achievements that are not one's own. An individual or collective subject driven by Ressentiment is mediocre, in Nietzsche's terms, but regards itself as superior to others by virtue of the fact that it does not conform to an ideal that it belittles as soon as it realises that it, unlike others, cannot attain to it. Not only has the claimed superiority of Nietzsche's "man of Ressentiment" nothing to do with real achievement, but it has everything to do with failure, or at least negative capability.
Concurrently with his critique of both Jewish and Christian values, Nietzsche articulates a critique of metaphysics, not merely because of its association with Gut und Böse, 36, p. 55 . References to the English translations will, however, appear first. a belief in transcendence, but because of what he perceives to be its didactic morality, a morality opposed to life and to nature. In Nietzsche's view, systems of ethics such as those proposed by Aristotle ignore something very fundamental to human life, namely an urge to do good that can stem from uncurtailed "natural" life. In fact, Nietzsche sees life in its pure form as quite distinct from a subjectivity bound up in identification with, or self-measurement against, external ideals. Whether such ideals are associated with Aristotelian ethics or with Christian teaching on the status of the weak and the sick, both predominate and intermingle, in his view, in Western cultural and political history. Moreover, the Enlightenment association of truth with the political notion of the common good is something that Nietzsche holds in contempt. Like all rationalist ideas, it severs the link with what is natural and therefore (for Nietzsche) good in humanity: namely, the celebration of life itself. It is in this context that he dismisses and indeed ridicules Voltaire's perspective on truth:
O Voltaire! O humanity! O nonsense! There is something to "truth," to the search for truth; and when a human being is too hu mane about it -when "il ne cherche le vrai que pour faire le bien" (he looks for truth only to do good, Translator's note) -I bet he won't find any thing! 3 Truth, for Nietzsche, is an illusion, since -conflated as it is with notions of the moral good -it has become a cultural ideal underpinned by passivity. Rather than allowing for growth and experience, the individual life becomes stupefied by this passivity which he describes as a "herd morality". From this critique, it is only a short step for Nietzsche to draw the conclusion that liberalism, not unlike German nationalism, is both a product of intellectual laziness and a characteristic of democracy itself. 4 Ressentiment flourishes in a liberal climate wherein individuals aspire to rights and privileges that they do not deserve or merit and thus easily fall into the begrudging mentality that Nietzsche believes to be so very central to Christian morality.
Nietzsche does not view social inequalities or hierarchies as inherently problematic. Instead, he takes issue with what he regards as the artificial denial of inequalities or hierarchies. In other words, he rejects the call for equality in so far as this involves a denial of the fact that individuals have different talents and different degrees of talent. From Nietzsche's perspective, it is equally mistaken to ascribe an intrinsically positive value to, or bestow privileged status on, culture itself. His view of a "healthy" culture can be inferred from what he sees as positive for individuality, namely allowing life (nature) within oneself to flourish. Since one's nature can only be experienced from within, the idea of culture as a valid external expression of personhood is problematic. For Nietzsche, individuals are not equal and what one should strive for is not equality but rather individual growth, development or self-realisation. Whereas this latter aspiration is based, according to him, on intrinsic values, political struggles for freedom or social struggles for equality are, on the contrary, contingent or circumstantial. Not only does Nietzsche regard political emancipation movements as suspect, then, but he links his theory of master-slave morality to a particular interpretation of the Jewish political struggle that he holds to be foundational in Christian moral thinking. For Nietzsche, the struggle that emerged from Middle Eastern oppression of the Jews combined a desire for political liberation on the one hand and an expression of political suffering and victimisation on the other. In Beyond Good and Evil, he puts it as follows:
The Jews -a people "born for slavery" as Tacitus and the entire ancient world say, "the people chosen of all peoples" as they themselves say and think -the Jews have achieved that miraculous thing, an inversion of values, thanks to which life on earth has had a new and dangerous charm for several millennia: -their prophets melted together "rich," "godless," "evil," "violent," "sensual" and for the first time coined an insult out of the word "world." The significance of the Jewish people lies in this inversion of values (which includes using the word for "poor" as a synonym for "holy" and "friend"): the slave revolt in morality begins with the Jews.
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What followed this historical Jewish "inversion", namely the Chris tian identification with the poor and the sick, had begun, according to Nietzsche, with the early positioning of Jewish political identity and, more specifically, in the lamentations of a suffering, victimised people. It is the subsequent valorisation of such laments that Nietzsche sees as having produced profoundly negative effects. The Jewish "inversion" embraces suffering at the same time as lamenting it. What in this way comes about, he argues, is a new form of slavery, one linked both to Jewish notions of moral uniqueness and to Christian notions of suffering and of redemption based on a belief in transcendence. This is a particularly negative form of slavery, for Nietzsche, because the assumption of a collective identity prevents the individual from striving to make the most of his or her own existence. Nietzsche does not believe that the late-Enlightenment notion of political equality and the burgeoning nineteenth-century social equality movements understood human freedom in anything other than a superficial way, and did 5 | Beyond Good and Evil, Rolf-Peter Horstmann/Judith Norman (trans.), Cambridge/ New York: Cambridge University Press 2002, p. 84. [KSA, Vol. 5, 195, p. 117 : "Die Juden -ein Volk 'geboren zur Sklaverei', wie Tacitus und die ganze antike Welt sagt, 'das auserwählte Volk unter den Völkern', wie sie selbst sagen und glauben -die Juden haben jenes Wunderstück von Umkehrung der Werthe zu Stande gebracht. [...] In dieser Umkehrung der Werthe (zu der es gehört, das Wort für 'Arm' als synonym mit 'Heilig' und 'Freund' zu brauchen) liegt die Bedeutung des jüdischen Volks: mit ihm beginnt der Sklaven-Aufstand in der Moral."] not avoid the valorisation of victimhood which he perceived in the Jewish "inversion". Hence, the ideal of equality -a cornerstone of democratic principles -was highly suspect to him.
But what, one could ask, makes Nietzsche's viewpoint so significant for re-thinking Ressentiment in the early twenty-first century? After all, should Nietzsche's objections to equality not be seen simply as his personal response to his nineteenth-century environment and to the political formations he so clearly disliked? Lebensphilosophie, an eclectic philosophical movement in which he, along with Bergson, can retrospectively be called a key figure, was instrinsically disinterested, after all, in "group" formations, and could be called subjectivist, or, in Nietzsche's case, solipsistic and therefore profoundly individualistic. Can Nietzsche's views not, then, simply be placed in their historical and philosophical context: why should their analysis of particular ills of protest groups concern us today? The reason is this: the significance of Nietzsche's views on Ressentiment is that they are linked to an understanding of freedom and to the question of whether subjective freedom has an intersubjective dimension. If subjective freedom indeed turns out to be part of something that cannot be understood without recourse to something that is not reducible to, or capable of being contained in, an individual act of understanding, then Nietzsche's analysis of Ressentiment is worth returning to in order to re-evaluate how we can or, as the case may be, cannot think past societal formations.
Some years after writing On the Genealogy of Morals and Jenseits von Gut und Böse, Nietzsche returned to the theme of Ressentiment in Ecce Homo (1888). Reflecting autobiographically, and weaving, in so doing, a web of ironic self-stylization on the one hand and grotesque self-aggrandisement on the other, Nietzsche describes overcoming, and narrowly escaping, Ressentiment. Strikingly, Ressentiment is linked here in more personal (albeit self-consciously so) language to his own recently experienced illness (in all likelihood the onset of the illness that would cause his early dementia and eventual death). It is likened to an inability to heal. 6 The essence of illness is therefore not so much in keeping with the nineteenth-century bacteriological paradigm which tends to construe illness in terms of invasion of the discrete organism from the outside. Here, in Ecce homo, illness is at its most threatening not just by "being", but by the organism's own acquiescence, i.e. whether or not it can mobilise its inherent powers of healing, or instead simply succumbs to something more powerful than itself.
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The spiritual analogy is of Ressentiment as a paralysed state, a heightened, but unproductive sensitivity, an inability to take revenge against the perpetrators of perceived wrongdoings, an overall sense of being or having been "hurt", and of thereafter being powerless, ontologically or otherwise, to alter this existential reality. Freedom from Ressentiment, on the other hand, means not being laid Introduction low by the consciousness of such extreme states of weakness, and Nietzsche adds that this freedom can only be known if its opposite -in other words paralysis -has also been experienced. 8 As Martin Seel has recently argued, there is a paradox worth noting in Nietzsche's Ecce homo. On the one hand a textual enunciation of radical individualism and of self-referential authorial freedom, this text, on the other hand, in its very proclamation of autobiographical, individual rootedness, is appealing to the horizon of its readership for recognition of this and thus, paradoxically, moves beyond the individual.
9 It situates its claim within a social or, perhaps, intersubjective sphere, since without the reader, who is part of this, the authorship would be either self-contained or in the equivalent to a vacuum. It is not, however, and Seel is right in suggesting that the urge to exemplify (Nietzsche's elucidation of how he has avoided Ressentiment and thus avoided being spiritually broken by illness) has to be seen as an aesthetic gesture and thus as part of the social world in which such gestures take on meaning in a way that is at least partially shared. 10 The question of Ressentiment, therefore, is more than strictly personal. It is not a matter of personal triumph or personal failure. This brings us back to the starting point for several of the attempts in the contributions to this volume to analyse Ressentiment as it is sometimes construed in contemporary discourse. All-too-often encountered as the limit of speech in a hostile environment, the onset of Ressentiment could be the moment where a subject senses that its grievance will be construed from the perspective of more powerful parties in the social world as irrelevant, and, if anything, evidence of an ailing mentality that cannot meet with the demands of its environment. At such moments, the limits of criticism are defined: personal grievance, not rationally legitimate concerns, are thought to be the cause of a person's failure to endorse the values of his or her more dominant environment. Some of the essays in this volume will give examples of this. Looking at the con- Moralen] . Scheler argues that Ressentiment is not a specifically Christian phenomenon, even though at times it has crept into Christian ethics. For both thinkers, however, Ressentiment is at the root of the "protest movements" (the term is Scheler's) of the nineteenth century and both focus in particular on the Ressentiment that they see as driving socialism, while Scheler takes issue additionally with feminism. As products of an unacknowledged envy of the more (naturally or socially) talented or highly-ranked "Other", these and a whole range of other movements are discredited for Nietzsche and Scheler. And for Scheler, the critique of Ressentiment does not stop there. Instead, it carries over into his countering of criticism itself, into his dismissal of the whole theoretical basis of the critical demand for social change as being based, fundamentally, on Ressentiment.
In his 1915 essay on Ressentiment, Scheler contends that Nietzsche's theory of Ressentiment as the root of Christian morality is based on a number of misreadings of Antiquity.
12 He argues persuasively as to why this is so. Overall, however, he agrees with Nietzsche that the modern industrial Age is characterised by the tendency to produce protest movements that try to lessen the inequality between people by "weakening" the "strong". Where he differs from Nietzsche is that he does not believe Ressentiment to be a product of Christian thinking. 14 Calls for equality and social solidarity are, according to Scheler, nothing other than a desire to bring somebody else down -someone more naturally entitled, or entitled by the fruits of their labour, to enjoy greater privilege, advantage or luxury. A person capable of advancing by their own means, he claims, does not need to demand equality. To call for equality as a political right is therefore based not only on weakness, but on moral cowardice in the face of this weakness -Ressentiment: "Nobody demands equality if he feels he has the strength or grace to triumph in the interplay of forces, an any domain of value!" ["Niemand fordert Gleichheit, der die Kraft oder die Gnade in seinem Besitze fühlt, im Spiel der Kräfte -auf irgendeinem Wertgebiet -zu gewinnen."] ascetic practice that can only be exercised by a strong individual. Asceticism, and the self-control involved, are therefore not what Nietzsche regards as a weakening of the individual, but are instead possible as a result of the individual's vitality and strength.
16 This "strong" individual, we can extrapolate, has the power to choose whether, for instance, to give or retain, to indulge or abstain, to withhold or knowingly and positively "give" to another.
17 As such, this sovereign individual does not differ greatly from Nietzsche's conception of the medieval knight whose notion of justice is built on an understanding of personal honour.
Scheler also believes that Nietzsche's reading of antiquity is flawed in one crucial respect. He believes that Nietzsche overlooks that certain periods of antiquity, citing Epicureanism as an important example, are marked by a great fear of death. Their favouring of indulgence is, according to Scheler, not so much a by-product of a natural vitality as a last-ditch attempt to defy the limits of mortality.
18 It is therefore driven by fear rather than fearlessness and is, as such, the opposite of what Nietzsche holds it to be. Related to this, he criticises Nietzsche's reading of the Christian morality of self-diminution -wanting to bring oneself "down" to the level of the weak, or the sick, or the poor. The Greeks, he points out, saw weakness and sickness etc as a sign of diminution, whereas the major change that Christianity brings about is that to "give" to the weak or to turn towards the sick is regarded as the property of a life that is full and "healthy".
ness, sickness itself as the phenomenon worthy of "love", but the spiritual reality behind it.
20 Accordingly, it is from an underlying inner health that the stronger person is able to give. In this way, Christianity avoids an equation of the essence of human life with "outer" properties such as weakness or strength, sickness or health. Rightly, Scheler shows that this is a distinction missed by Nietzsche in his definition of Ressentiment.
At this point in his essay, Scheler switches from his analysis of antiquity and the Christian notion of love to a derisory comment on nineteenth-century Realism in literary writing and painting. Realism, he argues, shows quintessential signs of Ressentiment in: "[…] the exposure of social misery, the description of little people, the wallowing in the morbid -a typical ressentiment phenomenon. Those people saw something bug-like in everything that lives, whereas Francis sees the holiness of 'life' even in a bug." ["die Aufdeckung des sozialen Elends, die Kleineleutemalerei, das Wühlen im Kranken, -eine durchaus aus Ressentiment geborene Erscheinung. Diese Leute sahen in allem Lebendigen ein Wanzenhaftes, während Franz noch in der Wanze das 'Leben', das heilige,
Scheler's dislike of the social conscience of the Realist movement is, as has been shown elsewhere, echoed in other Vitalist tendencies which are quite pervasive in philosophy and psychology around 1900. 22 A good example of this is Else Voigtländer, whose doctoral dissertation, On the Different Types of the Sense of Self (1910) , [Über die Typen des Selbstgefühls] engages with both Nietzsche and Scheler. An important theme in her analysis is the Nietzschean trope of "declining life", something which she sees as having been falsely celebrated in fin-de-siécle art. The opposite to vitality, "declining life" is, for Voigtländer, given inordinate attention in art and literature. She is referring not least to the German stage, where Ibsen's 1892 play, The Master Builder, dramatises lost vitality. 23 Although she does not mention Ibsen's other dramatic works, it is clear that Voigtländer does not accept Ibsen's critique of alienation and social stratification in his plays, and that the comments directed specifically at The Master Builder apply to Realism in general (although Ibsen is a dramatic forerunner of Modernism rather than purely an exponent of naturalist drama). Paying undue attention to the negative effects of social hierarchy gives rise to what Voigtländer, Scheler, and, before them, Nietzsche saw as a damaging preoccupation with weakness.
24 Scheler, as the above quotation illustrates, opposes the "weakness" of declining life to the perceived vitality of Christian acts of "giving" such as those demonstrated by Francis of Assisi, who was proclaimed a saint by the Roman Catholic Church shortly after his death in the thirteenth century. To give should be a choice based on freedom (Francis had freely chosen to forfeit his inherited wealth, and to tend to lepers, among other deeds), and not something that should be brought about by persuasion. Scheler's (along with Voigtländer's) dislike of Naturalism and Realism centres on the urge within these movements to persuade theatre audiences and readers of the necessity for social change. Realism, for Scheler, adds to the mistakes of socialists, feminists and altruists in justifying Ressentiment, adding fuel to a metaphorical fire. Not least this dismissal of Realism places him firmly in the ranks of a burgeoning conservative theory. While he would later grow disillusioned with Christianity, at this point in Scheler's career, the engagement with early Christianity is central to the form of intentionality developed in this essay and in his other major early work, The Nature of Sympathy. Arguably, the intentionality of love in a re-reading of Christian ethics is something which is idealised by him in this essay. The somewhat incongruous juxtaposition of St. Francis of Assisi and nineteenth-century Realism is an example of this. Scheler's dismissal of artists and intellectuals who, as was sometimes the case in Realism and Naturalism, drew attention to suffering caused by the social world is unreservedly Vitalist, and indeed, adds a political tone to Vitalism, in saying that they "saw something bug-like in everything that lives". In other words, they focus on life that is diminished, less than human, and abject -and these qualities are directly associated by Scheler with Ressentiment.
The emotional content of the notion of Ressentiment in its nine teenthcentury and early twentieth-century readings first by Nietzsche, then by Scheler, and by others such as Else Voigtländer is central to the development of the concept. Emotional attributes often place the phenomenon close to other concepts that can inspire disgust, revulsion or simply condemnation. Scheler's metaphor of the bug, far from being incidental, calls to mind the abjection of Gregor Samsa in Kaf ka's 1912 short story, Metamorphosis [Die Verwandlung]. Samsa has become both a bug and an image of human waste, and he has lost the power to partake in human language.
25 But Ressentiment first and foremost delivered a theory of envy. Its theorists tended to see at the heart of political dissent and artistic protest not legitimate intellectual stances, but an emotional cry for help. In the aftermath, it is not difficult to see how Ressentiment has become a trope of other discursive formations. From the viewpoints of its critics, it represents the limits of criticism, more precisely the point of its descent into a prediscursive, emotional terrain that has no place in rational discourse. Far too close to a non-verbalised, non-intellectualised, reactive cry of envy, Ressentiment is dismissed in this perspective as a collective call for equality where this equality is not merited. While its place in contemporary discourse connects it above all to theories of envy, the genesis of Ressentiment discourse also shows close conceptual ties with notions of pity. In the understanding of mimesis in Aristotle's Poetics, pity and terror are part of the cathartic process unleashed by the art of tragedy. 26 Famously, Plato in Book 10 of the Republic banished the artists from his ideal Republic since art was capable of arousing emotions stronger than rational thought. Conversely, Aristotle sees a purifying role for the pity and terror inspired by witnessing tragic occurrences in drama. The purifying value attributed to pity in Aristotle's theory of catharsis has a certain resonance in the Judeo-Christian tradition, and, when Aristotle's Poetics is rediscovered in the Renaissance, it combines with a new, seventeenth-century connotation of purifying as purging. Eighteenth-century Enlightenment thought adds to the theory of catharsis a dimension of moral improvement with Lessing's acclaimed argument that the compassionate person is a better person, and that the purpose of art should be at least in part to arouse this improving emotion of compassion (or pity).
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However, at the close of the nineteenth century, Nietzsche takes issue with Aristotle's definition of catharsis, and departs in no uncertain terms from the Enlightenment paradigm of universal moral understanding. Art should not purge us of the experience of fear and of a sense of danger, in Nietzsche's view. On the contrary, the Dionysian anti-hero exposes himself to danger rather than seeking to purge it, and his is thus an aesthetics of withstanding and of experiencing -rather than of distancing through mimetic processes. In Nietzsche's later writing, the anti-Aristotelian aesthetic is developed into a theory of cultural weakness. Beyond Good and Evil and On the Genealogy of Morals unreservedly associate Ressentiment with the "false" morality of the Judeo-Christian tradition, one built on cowardice rather than Dionysian courage. In the spirit of this cowardice, Nietzsche infers, Ressentiment emerges as the plea for mercy and appeal 26 | The concept logic of catharsis was not, of course, invented by Aristotle, but has a long history in ancient Greek and other mythologies. As Mary Douglas has emphasised, it can be seen at work in rituals of scapegoating as a form of purification. See for pity from the centre of a weakened and corrupted core. Right up to today, this critique continues to resound in cultural theories of Ressentiment. As a result, dissent -whenever this is voiced by a minority group or isolated viewpoint -all too easily falls under suspicion of a false appeal for mercy. It is inherently under suspicion of looking for unwarranted advantage, undeserved leniency, unmerited protection. Ressentiment, in this way, can be dismissed with the contempt which Nietzsche showed for any social movement, any call for justice, any sense of protest not in keeping with Dionysian self-celebration. Moreover, in line with Nietzsche's use of the term to attack what he saw as the "herd morality" of a culture weakened and "perverted" by a false morality, Ressentiment has been an often unspoken charge at the heart of politically conservative cultural theory.
Later Theories of Ressentiment: From Carl Schmitt to more Contemporary Perspectives
From its origins in antiquity and philosophical anthropology to today's intellectual and political landscape, the discourse on Ressentiment is intrinsically linked to thinking on equality. The degree to which the concept is reified as a theory of envy frequently relates to positions adopted in relation to the question of equality. To put it simply, although perhaps somewhat polemically: if, on the one hand, there is a view that inequality is natural or inevitable, then there is likely to be less Ressentiment, since hierarchy is accepted as being intrinsic to the social order, and the lower positioned will be less inclined to dispute their position. Where, on the other hand, equality is espoused by the culture concerned, Ressentiment is more likely to emerge, since equality, however notional, becomes a driving aspiration permeating the entire symbolic order. In other words, individuals or fractions are more prone to feeling envy or resentment because of their perceived exclusion if the potential for equal achievement (or, perhaps, attainment) is not regarded as being unjustly impeded. As Karl-Heinz Bohrer and Kurt Scheel have quipped, Ressentiment is directed against perceived "winners"; postindustrial capitalist society is, in other words, a globalised field of comparison and competition, in which the "losers" do not take their places readily. ori) not to merit intellectually the "just" treatment to which they lay claim. 30 This dismissal is founded on the conservative argument that finds strong expression in the thinking both of Nietzsche and of Scheler, for whom the movements of political protest of the nineteenth century were, as we have just seen, anathema.
Articulated in the late 1930s, Carl Schmitt's theory of power posits that calls for equality are under certain circumstances misplaced and are little other than envy-led or at the very least pointless. In The Leviathan [Der Leviathan], his account of Hobbes' theory of the modern state includes comments on the emergence of this state as part mythical-machine (the Leviathan), part rationalist intelligence. He notes, for example, that whereas the medieval right to protest against an unjust feudal overlord was seen as God-given, this legitimate right disappears in the Modern age. 31 In other words, the Leviathan state is a colossus that subsumes individual resistance within fully rationalised structures with the result that, effectively, resistance becomes impossible. Dissidence henceforth becomes superfluous; dispossessed of any practicality, it will, at best, fuel utopian ideals which will, in turn, remain extrinsic to the controlling institutional powers. It is not difficult to imagine how this understanding of power in modernity construes Ressentiment as the futile disgruntlement of the utopian dissident. As such, it is disregarded, not necessarily as unreasonable or incorrect, but as inherently unproductive or futile. And although Schmitt does not say so, the next logical step is to conclude that if disgruntlement is already a sign of protest at a state of affairs that is factually irreversible, then it is little other than an impotent expression of envy of the authority that the dissident does not possess. Since this authority or power is never within the reach of the utopian protester, 30 | "Ressentiment gehört zu den Wörtern, die man als Vorwurf am wenigsten auf sich selbst beziehen möchte: Gemeint sind die anderen, und zwar die besonders Kleinkarierten. Jemanden vorzuwerfen, er habe Ressentiments, heißt ihm zu sagen, er sei ein Mensch ohne Selbstbewußtsein, der sich dafür rächen will. Ressentiment ist unter den negativen Eigenschaften wie Neid oder Haß der niedrigste und der Vorwurf daher besonders verletzend." [Ressentiment is one of those words which one would least like to hear used about oneself. It refers to others, therefore, who are particularly smallminded and petty. To accuse someone of Ressentiment is tantamount to telling them they are a person who lacks a sense of self and wants to take revenge for this. Amongst those negative characteristics such as envy or hatred, Ressentiment is the lowest form, and the accusation therefore particularly hurtful. (Trans., Jeanne Riou.)] 31 | Carl Schmitt, Der Leviathan, Stuttgart: Klett-Kotta 1982, (11938), p. 70-71: "Die Entfernung, die einen technisch-neutralen Staat von einem mittelalterlichen Gemeinwesen trennt, ist weltenweit. Das wird nicht nur in der Begründung und Konstruktion des 'Souveräns' sichtbar, wo der Gegensatz des göttlichen Rechts der Könige als sakraler 'Personen' gegen den rationalistisch durchkonstruierten Befehlsmechanismus 'Staat' zutage tritt." [There is a world of difference between the technical, neutral state and the medieval commune. This can be seen not least in the foundation and construction of the 'sovereign', and the contrast which emerges between divine right of kings as sacred 'persons' and the rationalist construct of the state as an ordering mechanism. (Trans. Jeanne Riou)], 70f. the protest itself is, in logical or rational terms, misplaced, and the authoritarian state is vilified to no material effect. The state thrives on a logic that cannot be disputed, since its laws are the product of a rationalisation that has already taken place. Although the protestor's disgruntlement may not be unreasonable, the ground has shifted, leaving him or her nowhere to protest. The magnitude of the Leviathan is such that one small pocket of resistance will easily be overwhelmed. Taking the Leviathan to be the state, then this, for Schmitt, is a historical development rather than a universal or pre-ordained order of things. Be that as it may, there is little the weaker party can do.
In the preface to their edited volume, Ressentiment! Zur Kritik der Kultur, (2004), Karl Heinz Bohrer and Kurt Scheel offer a somewhat different reading of Ressentiment, one that foregrounds its utopian potential, a dimension that can be inferred from Schmitt's theory of power, but which remains inchoate and even ambivalent in Schmitt's thinking. For Bohrer and Scheel, the critical power of Ressentiment is indeed tied up with the rejection of the world as it is, in the name of something better. Indeed, it can articulate or reveal, in artistic as well as intellectual terms, a need for radical review of power and of thought itself (they refer in this connection to the aims of Critical Theory and to the work of a large range of thinkers).
In one of the essays collected in the 2004 Ressentiment-volume, Hans-Peter Müller gives an account of the major cultural transition towards an equality paradigm. For thousands of years, as Müller puts it, inequality was sanctioned by what almost appeared as natural law, innate differences and distinctions being assumed to stratify society naturally. 32 With the shift towards modernity, this presumption was gradually subjected to revision, notably by the Enlightenment, the French Revolution and then, not least, by Marx'/Engels' publication of the Communist Manifesto [Manifest der kommunistischen Partei] in 1847. Indeed, the tables were turned to the extent that, as Müller suggests, it was not the call for equality but rather the defence of inequality that became increasingly morally suspect, even though -as the emergence of anarchy, socialism and communism clearly showed -the discrepancy between the ideal of equality and the social reality of modernity was immense.
33
Müller cites the work of Alexis de Tocqueville from the first half of the nineteenth century, who, in the wake of his travels in America observed that the freedom and mobility associated with bourgeois capitalism brought with them a persistent striving and loss of security as accompanying features of the rise of the middle class. Rather than being content with their places in a status quo, the inherent sense of possibility in a society where upward mobility was no longer foreclosed meant that any achievement or potential achievement for the citizens brought with it equal potential for loss. Indeed, such a loss of status would be far more difficult to accept than the static condition of the lower-classes in the pre-modern age. 34 Therefore, according to de Tocqueville, a constant sense of restlessness and aspiration are features of democracy.
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De Tocqueville's sense of foreboding and of the ambivalence of the desire not just for equality itself, but for advancement, is not far removed from Nietzsche's distrust of democracy. Clearly, however, de Tocqueville is more interested in the comparative ethnographic observation of Ressentiment than in providing a critique of its morality, as Nietzsche would towards the end of the century. De Tocqueville observes a fundamental openness in American democracy that distinguishes it from forms of society with either aristocratic structures or caste-systems. Theoretically, every American citizen can aspire to social mobility. De Tocqueville sees envy and Ressentiment as inevitable by-products of meritocracies, since the aspiration to achieving higher status and greater wealth, and to securing a better position in society leads to a certain vulnerability, "defeat" being as distinct a possibility for the individual as "success". Müller then cites Max Scheler's notion of Ressentiment, in particular the sense of helplessness Scheler believes can result from an individual's holding an unequal position in a society where equality is an aspiration. In Scheler's essay, the helplessness in question fuels the desire for revenge. This appears an almost inevitable consequence of the dream of equality which de Tocqueville finds so ambivalent in early American democracy. 36 Nevertheless, compared to the social closure of feudalism, the utopian dimension of a society that no longer entirely constrains individual movement is difficult to overlook, even if Ressentiment is the occasional by-product.
As a counterpoint to the argument for the utopian potential of Ressentiment, Norbert Bolz presents a negative reading in his essay on Adorno in the Bohrer/ Scheel volume. Adorno's Critical Theory contains, as Bolz contends, a dialectical movement of negation in which the "appearance of the artistic object", perhaps better described as its phenomenality, defies either the terms of the fetish-character which Marx ascribes to consumer-capitalism or the totalizing tendencies of instrumental rationalism. 37 Art is therefore for Adorno the locus of Ressentiment; it refuses to be pinned down, resisting the terms of what Marx described as the illusionary structures of capitalist fetishism. The very freedom within aesthetic discourse that allows for the creation of an appearance can also provide a means of expression for troubled and, indeed, alienated subjectivity 34 | Alexis de Tocqueville, quoted from On Democracy in America, in Ibid., p. 887.
| In a similar vein, Georg Simmel would later describe the ceaseless competition and
the striving for attainment within a constantly shifting and fluid set of value-driven objects as a feature of modern culture, indeed, as its defining psychological feature. This is evident in many of his writings, not least the lesser-known essay, "Sociology of that does not otherwise have ready access to self-translation. Along these lines, Adorno pins his hopes on art for the articulation of disenchantment with modernity. The aesthetic ubiquity of art makes this possible without art's falling back into the "trap" of Hegelian dialectics wherein all temporary states of being, no matter how politically undesirable, can be resolved. The latter are, after all, only phases in the teleological movement towards progress in history.
Bolz' argument proceeds along the lines that Critical Theory is a manifestation of Ressentiment. What he means by this is that the view of modernity espoused by Critical Theory is one that allows for no politically affirmative vision, and also demands ongoing critique of the alienation produced by the capitalist system. Since neither capitalism nor the instrumental reason of the modern world seem able to be reversed, Critical Theory is an intellectual position that predisposes the critic both to suffering and, perhaps, to melancholia. Adorno is critical of Hegel's teleological view of history and equally critical of earlier attempts at utopian synthesis such as that ventured by the Romantics. Beyond both Romanticism and Hegelian dialectics, Adorno holds the aesthetic as the only possibility of non-falsified, non-reductionist and non-dialectical expression.
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And this expression must be of a certain suffering occasioned by the inadequacy of the modern world. Whether this leads to any possibility of change or of improvement, or whether Carl Schmitt's laconic insight into the futility of subjective critique of totalised power shows something indeed irreversible, is bound up with how we see Ressentiment. What does it achieve to criticise? Does it involve a negation, simply, a descent into aporia, a retreat beyond what can be realistically achieved? Bolz concludes that there is a Gnostic and a theological dimension to Adorno's conception of the work of art:
As is the case with all Gnostic thinking, Adorno's Aesthetic Theory promises redemption through complete alienation. To this end, this type of thinking has a strong interest in construing the world in which we live as the worst of all possible worlds. In contrast to naïve Gnostic theology, redemption does not feature in Adorno as the unknown god who saves, rather manifests itself incognito as art. That which is wholly other disguises itself along Marxist lines in the changeability of what exists. That the world should thus be changeable is what art can show. That 'that which is is not everything' is the most fundamental formula of Gnosticism. The concept of that which exists thereby takes on a theological accent. 
| Ibid., p. 759 (Trans. Jeanne Riou). ["Wie jede Gnosis verspricht auch Adornos
Ästhetische Theorie die Erlösung gerade durch eine Vollendung der Entfremdung. Insofern hat dieses Denken ein großes Interesse daran, dass die Welt, in der wir leben, die schlechteste aller möglichen Welten ist. Im Unterschied zur naiven gnostischen Theologie tritt das Heil bei Adorno aber nicht als fremder Erlösergott auf, sondern eben im Incognito der Kunst. Das ganz Andere verpuppt sich marxistisch in der Veränder-Tentatively, perhaps, Adorno keeps open the possibility of change. However, change is most likely to come about through that level of understanding and reflection enabled by aesthetic discourse. This is because, in Adorno's thinking, as Bolz rightly infers, there is a meta-critique (and thus non-mimetic critique) of reality in the work of art. Since its critique will always be indirect, avoiding positivist reductionism on the one hand and dialectical argument and counter-argument on the other, aesthetic discourse (for Adorno) can make of Ressentiment a critique that nevertheless holds some real transformative potential.
While acknowledging what he calls Adorno's Ressentiment-critique, Bolz nevertheless builds up to a dismissal of all other, ensuing critiques of Ressentiment. Critical theory, he tells the reader, is dead, and Ressentiment-critiques have outlived it.
40 Echoing Nietzsche's disdain for political protest movements, Bolz argues that an abundance of groupings in the modern world stake their claim to moral righteousness via rhetorical strategies which suggest that they are on the side of justice. Effectively, he seems to discredit quite an array of what he perhaps sees (along with Nietzsche) as disgruntled and outdated dissidents. Among those ridiculed are (paraphrasing Bolz) "ageing 68ers", "medieval environmentalists" (mittelalterliche(n) Umweltschützer), "feminists", adolescents who seek refuge in subcultures and critics of globalization.
41 Bolz thus groups together many shades of political opposition and protest, claiming that all are united by what Lionel Trilling has called "adversary culture". To belong to a subculture is dismissed as either a characteristic of adolescent rebellion, thus a passing phase, or a nostalgic yearning for battles which have long since been fought and lost. This line of argument in Bolz's article is worth noting, as it is indicative of broader cultural dismissals of counter-culture. Such dismissals can take many forms -for instance non-engagement with an individual or grouping accused of Ressentiment. Considerable attention has been given to Bolz's article here because its account of Critical Theory as Ressentiment-critique is particularly illuminating. It is unclear, however, whether the subsequent critique of counterculturalism offered by Bolz is, in fact, a logical extension of Critical Theory. If the latter is the case, the hypothesis would be that unlike the work of art, which is capable of complexity, counterculturalism is dialectical and reductive. The question remains whether the proposition that counterculturalism is dialectical and reductive is really consistent with Critical Theory. Bolz also argues that anti-capitalist protest can be seen as a struggle for belonging. Intellectuals, students and young people, he continues, have an abundance of time on their hands, which can result in idle or even vexatious protest. In this version of Ressentiment, protest movements are driven by the pure pleasure of negation. Articulated in 2004, thus four years before the so-called economic crisis, a credit crash that tore through the social and economic layers of the European Union and, to an extent, of the USA, such an argument has a very particular ring given the political reality that would follow in the wake of this crash: a reality that took shape in the critical silence resounding from the managerialism of academe and in the apparent nonchalance of media commentators in the face of seemingly automated policies of austerity. If all forms of counter-culturalism are dismissed out of hand, it is easy to see how an intellectual vacuum might arise, of which indifference towards equality per se is a natural by-product.
Throughout the European Union in the aftermath of 2008, a political trend emerged with Germany as the "creditor" nation along with a small group of strongly performing euro-economies who, arguably, held the balance of power and determined the credit terms of "bail-out" nations with devastating consequences. The brutal reining-in of public spending in some, if not all of these countries (Greece, Ireland, Portugal, Spain) reflected a growing political tendency to regard the public sector, i.e. the state, as a burden on the taxpayer rather than an essential infrastructure for a functioning, citizen-led society. An example of Ressentiment in action in this broad political sense has been the demonisation of the "wasteful state" with its expensive, supposedly overpaid and idle civil and public servants. In Ireland, to give one example, public sector pay was cut drastically, but along with this, rights also disappeared as unions gradually acquiesced with government plans out of fear that failure to make concessions would result in job losses. One by one, the different sectors of the large public services union in Ireland that had protested most loudly against one particular round of cuts in 2013 were granted concessions. This had the effect of offsetting opposition to the damage which overall spending cuts would do to the public sector. To protest from within would, in a climate increasingly hostile to those regarded as superfluous public servants, have been met with outpourings of public hatred. Although the banking crisis and the credit bubble as well as deeply corrupt management of these private systems were the cause of the crash, Irish newspaper and television reports bore daily witness to the fact that although the population excoriated the banks, the more immediate venom seemed directed at anyone who, in hard times, was perceived to be suffering less hardship than others. If those thought to be suffering "less" were state employees, in particular in education, then their salaries often seemed to be regarded as an unfair expense and a burden on "the taxpayer". As citizens were transformed in rhetorical terms into taxpayers, the culprits became those workers perceived as being paid directly from tax revenue: ie. civil and public servants, and not just the upper echelons thereof. Instead, the lower and middle scales had their wages and pensions cut and their numbers slashed. Daily laments in the media about collapsing standards of public health care, inhuman waiting lists for urgent specialist medical attention and queues in accident and emergency units, a university system that is cash-starved in the extreme and offering less and less choice to students made no difference as austerity policies accelerated. None of the all-too-evident failures of unrestrained neoliberalism brought about any sustained critique of this model. Unlike in Ireland, whose electorate the left-leaning German broadsheet Süddeutsche Zeitung regards as historically passive, 42 there were frequent street protests in the Spanish, Portuguese and Greek capitals. However, the concerns so vigorously expressed in these countries regarding the decimating effects of mass-unemployment and reduced public service capacity were not widely debated in the EU. Therefore, protests against the demolition of what many would hold to be the two essential pillars of a functioning civil society, namely health and education, were largely dismissed as born of the Ressentiment of vested interest groups on the periphery.
Returning to Norbert Bolz's argument, it is clear that protests against the culture of austerity cannot all be seen to be driven by Ressentiment. Indeed, the suggestion that they are based on Ressentiment can itself be seen as the product of a reified notion of the existing order, for instance the order that preserves political continuity in a state like Ireland, effectively bankrupted by the greed of its banking sector and by an unshakable faith in a property bubble. What needs to be recognised here is the degree of consensus required in order to suppress alternative viewpoints. If sufficient numbers of people tacitly agree that things are "as they must be", then the likelihood of non-compliant voices being heard becomes slimmer. And the charge of Ressentiment is not infrequently a call for collusion in the suppression of unwelcome identities, communities, interests or demands.
A more nuanced approach to Ressentiment is taken by Martin Seel in the same 2004 volume edited by Bohrer and Scheel. Unlike Bolz, Seel turns to the question of morality in relation to the imperative of respect for the particular. His phenomenological approach to morality, which accords to the other the right to differ, avoids the trap identified by Nietzsche: namely morality as the idealisation of norms or as obedience to the herd instinct. In this approach, the other may not be liked or approved of and does not have to be understood either, for morality is not reduced to an obligation to conform. A homogenous community, for instance, can uphold certain traditional values, and may under some circumstances deny that different values held by "outsiders" can have equal moral status. But a moral intention to do justice to that which is neither liked nor understood has to avoid universalist aspirations. Seel's openness to relativism or at least his openness to the limits of social understanding leads him to claim that Ressentiment is often linked to a disrespect, or even an envy, of otherness.
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This can come about when mediocre attainment, sensing its own limits, claims a higher moral ground on the basis of external value references. Effectively, such an argument follows the reasoning on Ressentiment of both Nietzsche and Scheler, namely, that an element of morality (perhaps all morality for Nietzsche 42 | Süddeutsche Zeitung, 29/30 June 2013. A translation of this article was published in the Irish Times on 6 July 2013, underlining the claims of this German newspaper report that Ireland had been exploited on a number of levels apart altogether from the banking crisis, and its electorate had passively accepted the corruption and mismanagement that extended in no small degree to some former government ministers. and certainly the morality of the modern world of work for Scheler) is premised on collective Ressentiment. 44 In other words, such an argument arises, essentially, from mediocrity. On the basis of perceived shared value, and resting on collective identity, it empowers people, irrespective of their ability, to feel moral superiority and injustice at their lack of status, recognition or political rights. As Seel notes, however, both Nietzsche and Scheler themselves demonstrate an elitist morality in adopting this position. Nietzsche, for instance, considers morality to be intrinsically opposed to exceptional individual talent, so that it is a very small step indeed from morality to its by-product, Ressentiment. For Seel, on the other hand, even if morality and Ressentiment are intimately connected, morality can and should be separated from its affective tenor. Certainly, human beings are essentially driven by combinations of emotional responses: likes and dislikes, desires and repulsions inform and sometimes dictate their behaviour. There is an echo of Schopenhauer's implicit emotionality in consciousness here. But Seel, unlike Schopenhauer, tries to reconcile this emotionality with a possibility of morality that is not entirely determined by affect. Although Seel recognises that attraction and repulsion are not merely affective antipodes, but rather inherent and indeed productive forces in all human activity, 45 he avoids the more negatively-focussed "abstinence" ethics proposed by Schopenhauer as an answer to the problem of upholding morality in the face of emotional life as an inner battleground of appetites. Instead, he envisages the phenomenology of the other as a space neither reducible to, nor disconnected from, the antithetical forces of attraction and repulsion, desire and disgust, love and hate, friendship and enmity. For Seel, it would be futile to deny the existence of such dynamics of affect, and equally futile to expect rational activity to override them somehow. Instead, he emphasises the mobility of these affective forces. Attraction and repulsion are never static; and if the relation between self and other is based on an ongoing movement between attraction and repulsion, then it is possible within this relation to settle on, or for, an acceptance that the other is somehow not quite defined. In this non-definition, there is the space for the other to move, and to be accorded a saving "indifference" in the sense that its otherness negates the need for an immediate and binding emotional order, and therefore neutralises the sense of evaluation or value that can so easily lead to Ressentiment. Unlike the indifference with which Bolz pronounces (the same) judgement on subcultures, youth movements and various forms of political protest alike, Seel's "indifference" is a space which defers evaluation. Although he does not invoke the aesthetic precedent of Romanticism, its influence is, to a degree, palpable. In this way, Ressentiment can be thought of in terms of an unstable, unfixed, dynamic relation of antithetic affect rather than in terms of a fixed affective constellation with a clear identity. The concept of Ressentiment is undoubtedly connected to the history of subjectivity in the Western world and perhaps beyond. The point of separation between self and other, or imagined and real community, could doubtless be studied with a view to questioning whether Ressentiment, like René Girard's scapegoating, is an anthropological constant that emerges under particular sets of (sociological, ethnological and political) circumstances. Ressentiment, an emotional phenomenon in Nietzsche's reading of Judeo-Christian culture, asks questions of religious history, of Christian ideals of goodness and justice, as well as of philosophy.
47 How does morality, and the political adaptation of morality both on the "left" and on the "right" relate to the emotional phenomenon in its historical sense? And how might all this relate to today's world? Has Ressentiment been a trope used to offset more serious criticism of a world whose economic foundations have been called into question?
Jeanne Riou Berlin, July 2014
and Fichte's thought, tended to represent life itself as a reciprocal relation between plus and minus poles, like the electrical charge of a battery. As he writes in a fragment from "Allgemeiner Brouillon" (1798-99), "Aus der Wechselsättigung eines Plus-und Minustodes entspringt das Leben". [From the mutual saturation of 'plus and minus', life emerges. (Trans. Jeanne Riou)]. This fifth fragment reflects an idea to which Novalis frequently returns. It derives from a combination of Schelling's thoughts on reciprocity, and Fichte's development of this line of thinking into the concept of an entirely antithetical relation between self and other, 'the I' and the 'not-I' ['das Ich' und 'das Nicht-Ich'] .
| Gilles Deleuze links both Hegelian dialectics and Christian ethical think ing to an
'ideology of ressentiment' and a guilty conscience ("mauvaise conscience"), in Gilles Deleuze, Nietzsche et la philosophie, Presses Uni versitaires de France: Paris 1962, p. 183. Arguing along similar lines to Nietzsche, he sees both as falling within a tradition that devalues life, favouring a "reactive" life to one of vitality. In this is implicit the Nietzschean trope of "declining" versus "ascending" life.
The Critical Focus of Re-thinking Ressentiment
If the two main functions of language are naming (putting words on the world) and relating (to other beings), then the question of language, including the critical matter of linguistic difference, lies at the heart of this project. One of the reasons for this is obvious: namely the fact that Re-thinking Ressentiment, although written in English, focuses on a French word that was radically redefined more than a century ago by two German thinkers. Many, if not most, of the authors of the present volume reflect at some length in their individual contributions on the word "Ressentiment" and/or on its particular linguistic status. Critically, the term cannot be translated neatly into English. In any case, as Walter Benjamin memorably stated, "[a]all translation is only a somewhat provisional way of coming to terms with the foreignness of languages". 48 In drawing attention to this non-translation (and thereby to what translation is not able to do), the volume continually highlights this "foreignness of languages" and bears witness, in particular, to the relation between English and other languages. The centrality of language to the project goes beyond this fundamental point, however. The core aim of the volume is to explore the ethics and politics of critique, specifically in relation to the position of perceived, or self-identified, "losers". Undiscriminating as the latter term might appear, and in need of scarequotes, it is an apt contemporary synonym for the Ressentiment-ridden subjects whom Nietzsche and Scheler constructed as "weak", "dominated" or "subordinate". In today's "global" world, "non-global" languages, cultures and values might quite accurately be thus identified. This is a particularly critical matter for the two editors of the present volume. Both used to work in different modern language "departments", respectively "German" and "French", in a university on a -nominally and vestigially at least -bilingual island on the edge of Europe, in the only country in the Euro zone in which English is an official language. They still work in the same fields as heretofore, but these have been institutionally re-configured or re-formed in their home university, as they have been indeed in most universities across the English-speaking world, including the United Kingdom. Most erstwhile "departments" of French and German have been integrated into larger units, in this specific case, into a "School of Languages and Literatures". The particular circumstances of this shift merit attention. Most significantly, perhaps, the "School of Languages and Literatures" does not encompass in its remit the two ancient languages, Greek and Latin (housed in a "School of Classics") nor does it encompass either of the two official languages of the Irish state: one local and national, Irish; the other global and transnational, English. Moreover, it is not involved in the teaching of the other global language studied in a separate unit on campus since 2004, Mandarin Chinese. One can only surmise that the reason for these anomalies is the exceptional symbolic importance -cultural and/or commercial -of the three languages accorded independent, sovereign 48 | Walter Benjamin, "The Task of the Translator" in: Illuminations: Essays and Reflections, ed. Hannah Arendt, trans. Harry Zohn, New York: Schocken Books 1969, p. 75. academic status within the humanities at our university. Thus, the languages deemed non-strategic are merged under a School name that fails to identify them in any way (as modern/foreign/European etc). And yet, while this name strips the language subjects of their separate identities, the addendum 'and Literatures' does, at least, point away from instrumentalism and towards the separate symbolic riches embedded in the different languages.
49
In what sense, however, are the "sovereign" languages more strategically and symbolically important than the five subject languages assembled and semi-asphyxiated in the contracted space of a single cost centre (German, Italian, French, and Spanish/Portuguese)? English is, of course, the global language and indeed Ireland's Globish currency is the country's economic trump card. The "School of English" is "out on its own" and is, moreover, the largest School in the university's College of Arts. Paradoxically, the language itself is not taught in this school, which is more concerned with the symbolic and cultural capital of literature, film, drama etc. produced in English or in historical versions of English. In fact, the university's lucrative TEFL (Teaching English as a Foreign Language) operation is taught in a separate language provision unit, an "applied language" centre, along with the other global and non-global languages envisaged more instrumentally than symbolically. As for the Chinese language provision, deemed to be of strategic importance because China is the top world economy of the future, it is part of no academic School, much less of the "School of Languages and Literatures": instead it is taught from an on-campus Confucius Institute partly gifted by the Chinese government. Irish is the third language taught as a sovereign academic subject at University College Dublin in a unit called the "School of Irish, Linguistics, Folklore and Celtic Studies". The exceptional visibility and value thereby conferred on this language relates to its local and "heritage" value.
It is worth noting that, although the structure is a legacy of the erstwhile flush "Celtic Tiger" economy, the "School of Languages and Literatures" is, predictably, in crisis. It has lost, through the recent economic recession, more than one third of its academic posts; it has also lost two actual languages along with the full academic viability of two others (Portuguese and Italian). The two definitive losses were, inexplicably, the Near-and Middle-Eastern languages, Arabic and Hebrew, which could scarcely be more critically crucial to any university aspiring to, or claiming, the status of Ireland's "global university". It needs, perhaps, to be emphasised that, far from constituting an exception in Ireland or elsewhere, the apparent erasure of linguistic and cultural diversity or divergence described above is widespread.
This book is, in its very conception, critical of the values that have driven the aforegoing narrative. It is in fundamental dissonance with the academic expansion of a narrow, economic conception of the global at the expense, less of the immediately local, than of the entire human, cultural, linguistic spectrum. Its 49 | Ironically, as this book was going to press, our unit was re-structured and re-named as the "School of Languages, Cultures and Linguistics". The erasure of the above-mentioned gesture towards the unique linguistic embeddedness of literature(s) speaks for itself.
very composition contests, in other words, the consensus that privileges image over word, global code over distinct language, and the transnational over the international. In respecting the non-economic and non-economical resonance of two global and two non-global languages (respectively English and Chinese, and German and French), the volume bears witness to the fact that, despite Ireland's elective affinities with the Anglo world and the economic bet that it has placed on South-East Asia, it remains for the foreseeable future located -in space and time, if not always in mind -closer to Europe than to any other continent.
In its stereo quality, this book as a whole, including this Introduction, registers the very different voices of the two editors: one immersed in Germanlanguage thought in particular, the other in French-language thought. While the individual essays of the two editors -along with this two-part Introduction -underline that double perspective, the entire volume pervasively foregrounds the play and uneconomical excess of linguistic difference and the work of translation. This reverberation comes to the fore in a singularly and simultaneously arresting and moving manner in the Mandarin symbols inscribed in the text of the very first essay, by Eric S. Nelson. However, it also resounds in the way that the entire book honours the original language of expression of the thinking that it studies. Although this respect for linguistic difference and divergence is critical to academic endeavour in the humanities, it is in crisis in the contemporary academy worldwide. It should be noted that attention to language and to linguistic diversity was not a matter of editorial policy but rather a spontaneous concern of the various co-authors. Thus, to an overwhelming extent right across the volume, although an English version of all quotations is supplied, readers can generally see, and -if they are able to, read -for themselves quotations in the original language (German, French, Mandarin). In addition, many of the authors, most notably perhaps Victoria Fareld and Mary Gallagher, focus in a particularly concentrated way on the act of translation itself.
Inevitably, the term "ressentiment" gives rise to much meta-linguistic commentary: Eric Nelson, in particular, explores in some detail the relation between "resentment" and "ressentiment". The writing of the term "ressentiment" has not been harmonised throughout the volume or even throughout this co-authored Introduction. Some authors italicise and/or capitalise it, others do not. In respect of these variations, but of course much more significantly in respect of the breadth of approaches to Ressentiment and to its re-evaluation, the guiding values of the project were not standardisation, closure or coverage, but rather suggestiveness, openness and reflectiveness.
over, the three groups of essays are connected by many revealing conceptual bridges. For example, Christine Knoop's study of the dynamic of Ressentiment as it plays out in the interdisciplinary study of literature often intersects with Mary Gallagher's attempt to situate that dynamic in relation to the values of the contemporary academy as a whole. Helen Finch's commentary on H. G. Adler's views on the dangers of mechanical materialism resonate strongly with Mary Gallagher's echoing of Richard Roberts's concerns regarding the socio-political cost of the global spread of the techniques of Human Resource Management, a cost that includes the kind of "loss of self" and "self-subjugation" discussed also in Jeanne Riou's study of Contagion. Similarly, Victoria Fareld's analysis of Jean Améry's rejection of memory as closure and purification is echoed in Jeanne Riou's comments on aesthetics and catharsis. The question of literary value, while it is particularly central, of course, to Dominique Jeannerod's essay and to Christine Knoop's study of interdisciplinary approaches to literature, also underlies Helen Finch's forensic reading of Adler's post-traumatic autofiction. Most significantly of all perhaps, the relation between the ethics and the politics of equality and dissent unifies the volume as a whole. And yet, what clearly emerges from the collection is not at all a consensus, but rather a sense of divergence suggestive of the extraordinary, intellectually and ideationally generative reach of the nodal concept of Ressentiment, particularly when its significance is situated in relation to the value of criticism or critique.
In "The Question of Resentment in Western and Confucian Philo sophy", Eric Nelson presents a comparative study of the way that resentment is conceptualised as a moral force in early Confucian and modern Western thought. In contrast to modern European discourse (the work of Strawson, Scheler and Nietzsche, in particular), early Confucian ethics concentrates on undoing resentment, both in oneself and in others. This stripping is indeed a major step towards becoming an ethically exemplary person in early Confucian ethics. Much Western thinking on resentment assumes that the creation or existence of inter-subjective symmetry and equality provides the means of pre-empting or undoing the fixations of resentment (and also the trap of Ressentiment into which resentment can, in certain circumstances, develop). In complete contrast to this approach, early Confucian ethics stresses that only a radically asymmetrical recognition of the priority of the other person can prevent or dissolve resentment. Nelson shows the exact terms in which the author(s) of the Analects recognised both the pervasiveness of resentment under certain social conditions and the double ethical requirement to counter it within oneself and to avoid provoking it in others. Self-cultivation and ritual propriety were held to be the means towards this dual ethical end. Not only does the early Confucian ethics of combined self-care and care of the other contrast with the morality of calculation, but its central value of humane benevolence could be seen as a reversal of Nietzsche's moral order. Far from valuing strength over weakness, early Confucianism prioritises the responsibility of the strong for the weak. More specifically, in a move that is somewhat reminiscent of Levinasian ethics, it makes the "superior" self responsible for preventing not just itself, but also the "inferior" other, from feeling resentment, and -even worse -from entering the dead-end of Ressentiment.
to him as a survivor in the post-Nazi world. Finch compares and contrasts Adler's approach to Nietzsche's version of Ressentiment with that of Jean Améry. She notes the complexity, but also the ironies and contradictions of their respective approaches to the notion of victimhood, not least of which is the fact of Améry's eventual suicide. Adler's apparent willingness to participate in, or facilitate, a forward-looking, intellectual "working through" of social and political guilt might seem to have protected him to some degree from the emotions that can be surmised to have led Améry ultimately to take his own life. Moreover, the resentment inscribed in Adler's "autofiction" might suggest that the indirect revelation or exorcism of an otherwise hidden Ressentiment is not necessarily incompatible either with survival or with creative self-expression.
In an effort to relate the ethical frame of reference to the political, and to connect historical reflection on the critical value of Ressenti ment to contemporary thinking on equality and on political protest and dissent, Jeanne Riou's essay, entitled "Contagion" begins with a discussion of Ressentiment as it features in the writings of Nietzsche, largely as a response to, and a repudiation of, Christian morality and more specifically early Christian asceticism (Tertullian). For Nietzsche, Christian morality is based on a contagious weakness: while it lays claim to a certain altruism, this morality serves above all the self-righteousness of the weak. The latter use it to hoist themselves up above the "strong" (whom they can then look down upon as fallen sinners). Although Max Scheler, writing as a phenomenologist, counters Nietzsche's view of Christian morality, arguing that a merciful approach to the other can reflect an ethically beneficial intentionality, there is no room in either author's thinking for "demands" for equality. For both Nietzsche and Scheler, equality can be granted or given freely, but it cannot be fought for politically. Any such struggle would inevitably involve Ressentiment. Focusing in the final part of her essay on the present political and economic world climate, and more especially on the notion of "contagious weakness" as an economic argument for the post-2008 politics of austerity, Riou explores the dynamics of the relation between "demand" and "dissent". Contagious weakness is not just an economic notion; it is understood by Riou as a metaphorical undercurrent of economic discourse after 2008. Originating in theories of Ressentiment, it takes on a new and insidious resonance in the contemporary climate.
The dynamic of political protest and dissent is also to the fore in Caroline Mannweiler's essay on political reaction to "Stuttgart 21", a major infrastructural project involving the destruc tion of the historic Stuttgart railway station in order to facilitate more rapid rail travel in the region. This project, spearheaded by Chancellor Merkel's conservative federal-party colleagues at local state government level, dismissed not only the bitter protests by environmentalists and conservationists, but also an unprecedented level of public outrage from all sections of the socio-political spectrum. As Mannweiler shows, the manner in which the government and supporters of Stuttgart 21 attempted to discredit anti-project protesters drew on the trope of Ressentiment. Yet so too did the mediation process put in place by the authorities after the event in order to give both sides an What is at stake, in other words, is the inherent subordination of secondary discourse, whether pastiche, parody or criticism. Nowhere does San-Antonio's Ressentiment resound as loudly as in his relation to Céline, a consecrated literary author who had himself used the pose of the popular writer as a cover for his literary ambition and accomplishment. It reverberates in the wide gap that separates San-Antonio's commercially enviable facility for copying the corrosive Ressentiment expressed by the critically celebrated, but deeply unpopular and impoverished author, Céline, from the "real thing". The "real thing" is not, then, the Ressentiment that the wealthy, prolific and popular San-Antonio affects in relation to his non-consecration by the gate-keepers of literature, but rather the first-degree Ressentiment that he could quite conceivably feel as a writer whose style might have been (recognised as) just as literary (i.e. genre-transcending, singular, original) as that of Céline, but is not, and partly, if not entirely, because it is "after Céline".
Christine A. Knoop's essay on interdisciplinarity and on a particular instance of the latter, which she terms the "empirical humanities". Noting the extent to which humanities disciplines have come under immense political and economic pressure in recent years to justify their raison d'être, Knoop takes as her starting point the question regarding the potential contribution to literary study of science in general and of cognitive neuroscience in particular. What she probes more especially is the complicated moral boundary between criticism and Ressentiment in the discursive politics of one particular instance of interdisciplinarity. As Knoop pertinently observes, the current recessionary context in the US and in Europe, which has led to the closure or merging of entire literature and other humanities departments, means that the practitioners both of discrete disciplines and of interdisciplinarity are required not just to prove their productivity and their intellectual and social value, but also to position themselves politically in order to attract or to maintain their funding. In this highly competitive context, Ressentiment is, according to Knoop, a frequent cause of what she calls an "unwillingness to accept a pluralism of methods and/or opinions". Moreover, in a high-stakes game of critical and disciplinary hierarchies, it can happen that "the simple fact of not belonging to a group accused of methodological or theoretical naïveté is erroneously taken for proof of the academic superiority of one's own approach."
Continuing this discussion of Ressentiment in relation to the intrinsic value of academic work, Mary Gallagher reflects -in "Ressentiment and Dissensus: the Place of Critique in the Contemporary Academy" -on the distinction between critique and dissensus. She notes in particular the radically anti-critical configuration or formatting of the global university of the twenty-first century. Referring to the thinking of Jacques Rancière, Jean-François Lyotard and Michel Foucault and also to the work of Bill Readings and various other critics of the contemporary university, she discusses the distinction, but also the possible connections, between the roles of dissensus and critique in relation to the academy. The limits of criticism and even of critique are all too evident in the context of today's almost hermetically closed economy of knowledge. While criticism, cri-tique and most especially, perhaps, self-critique have a role in correcting error and exposing untruth, an uncomfortable dissonance risks neutralising the value of critique when it is incorporated into, or recuperated for, a closed economy. If Ressentiment pushes critique towards its negative limits, that is towards closure and stasis, dissensus attracts it towards its positive horizon of openness and action. Although Foucault presents what he terms the "critical attitude" as a (public or civic as well as a private) good, describing it in moral terms as a "virtue", dissensus might offer a more effective "virtue" for the academy of our times, a critical virtue less likely to feed into the commodification, instrumentalisation and reification at work in the contemporary academic economy of knowledge. This essay tends, therefore, to conclude that dissensus, not least because of its non-contamination by negativity or reactivity, might offer the best chance of opening up, beyond dialectics, disruptive or at least interruptive and critical spaces of true academic freedom and responsibility. Unfortunately, however, dissensus cannot be manufactured, programmed or produced, although the conditions under which it becomes impossible can be readily identified.
Mary Gallagher Paris, July 2014

